This paper investigates how linguistic theory can account for the acquisition of the so-called English resultative constructions. It examines the syntactic dichotomies that X-Bar theory poses in their argument structure and puts forward several proposals that give answer to Chomsky's hypothesis (1981). In particular, it focuses on the ternary branching analysis and the small clause approach. Taking into account the syntactic properties of the resultative phrase (RP), a taxonomy of resultative constructions is displayed (based on Goldberg and Jackendoff, 2004) in order to test how the syntactic status of the RP is acquired by monolingual English children. As confirmed by the empirical data, the degree of syntactic complexity of the RP correlates with the age of acquisition of resultative constructions.
Introduction
During the last decades, an elevated number of researchers (Goldberg and Jackendoff, 2004; Hoekstra, 2002; Levin and Rappaport-Hovav, 2001; Levin, 1994; Carrier and Randall, 1992; Nedjalkov, 1988; Chomsky, 1981 ; among others) have focused on the study of English resultative constructions like that in (1).
(1) It crushes it all up in pieces (Thomas, 3; 08.20, Lieven, Salomo and Tomasello's corpus, CHILDES) All of them propose that resultatives are structures where the resultative phrase (RP) describes a state or change of state. They are considered to be secondary predicates since the verbal head (V) does not subcategorize for such a predicate. Nevertheless, little attention has been paid to the acquisition of these types of complex predicates. Hence, taking into consideration the syntactic status of the RP, this study aims at analyzing how the syntactic complexity of the RP, framed in a taxonomy of resultative structures (based on Goldberg and Jackendoff, 2004) can account for their acquisition by monolingual English speakers. This paper is organized as follows: section 2 presents a theoretical approach to resultative constructions based on the theories that deal with the syntactic status of the resultative phrase. In turn, it overviews Goldberg and Jackendoff's (2004) taxonomy of resultative structures. Section 3 proposes a re-design of Goldberg and Jackendoff's classification, which establishes the bases of this study. At the end of this section, and bearing in mind the previous theoretical approaches, a series of research questions are put forward with regards to how linguistic theory can account for acquisition data. Finally, section 4 concludes by establishing a connection between the degree of complexity of the RP and the age of acquisition.
Theoretical background
This section offers an overview of resultative constructions. Besides, it presents two of the theories that discuss the syntactic status of the RP. In particular, the RP is syntactically explained from the point of view of X-Bar theory and Ternary Branching analyses. It also displays Goldberg and Jackendoff's (2004) taxonomy of resultative constructions, which will be used as the basis to re-design and suggest an alternative classification.
A general approach to resultative constructions
Resultative clauses are, unlike in Spanish, relatively common structures in English. From a syntactic approach, they involve the elements of an independent clause along with an RP, which can be realized by an adjective phrase (AP), an adverb phrase (AdvP) or a prepositional phrase (PP). The RP, which gives the name to this construction, expresses a result which is revealed by the syntactic structure of their arguments. As can be seen in (1) above, the RP it all in pieces adds a resultative state to the verbal action.
They are considered to be secondary predicates because the V does not subcategorize for such predicates in relation to the semantics of the clause. Despite that, as exemplified in (2), the V called is able to select the RP horrid, which functions as predicate of the direct object (Od) argument me. In turn, the RP adds more information to the clausal structure. 
Theories that deal with the syntactic status of the resultative phrase
This section reviews the dichotomies that the resultative phrase (RP) has posed in the literature of resultative constructions. On the one hand, it displays how the status of the RP is given regarding the X-Bar theory (Chomsky, 1981) . On the other hand, an alternative approach is discussed, following Carrier and Randall's 1992 Ternary Analysis.
Chomsky's (1981) X-Bar theory
As illustrated in (3), X-Bar Theory (Chomsky, 1981) resorts to three basic principles which explain the innate acquisition of a language in an early age.
a) The complement rule: this principle establishes that a head X must combine with a complement (YP), projecting an intermediate projection (X').
b) The adjunct rule: it establishes that an adjunct combines with an intermediate projection (X') and, in turn, it projects another intermediate projection (X''). The adjunct rule is optional and recursive, that is to say, it is applied if and only if there is an adjunct and it can be applied as many times as adjuncts there are in a clause. (3) X-Bar Theory A resultative clause poses some issues regarding X-Bar Theory as far as the status of the RP is concerned: it can be considered as a verbal complement or an adjunct. Following the X-Theory principles, the RP should be understood as an adjunct, assuming that it is a constituent which functions semantically as a verbal modifier. In this manner, we can see that the syntactic structure supported for these phrases (adjuncts) is not related to their semantic interpretation (secondary predicates of the verbal complement). In other words, resultative constructions do not observe X-Bar Theory since they generate binary branches and, consequently, the RP cannot be subcategorized by V. Carrier and Randall (1992) resort to the Ternary Analysis in order to explain Chomsky's (1981) binary branching dichotomy. The result of such an analysis, as shown in (4), is the interpretation of the internal verbal argument and the RP within a ternary branching in the maximal projection of the verb phrase (VP). The Ternary Analysis explains the syntactic structure of resultative constructions, since V subcategorizes for three arguments: an external argument (not represented in (4)) that is realized in order to meet the Extended Projection Principle (Chomsky, 1981) , and two internal arguments, which, taking into account their semantics, receive the theme and result theta roles, 1 respectively. Thus, the internal nominal argument (NP) and RP are, within the D(eep)-Structure, verbal sisters. In other words, the RP adopts a thematic role thanks to the power of subcategorization and thematization of the verb. Due to the fact that V subcategorizes for two arguments, Carrier and Randall (1992) point out a subject-predicate relation between the internal NP and the RP. However, taking into account the semantic approach, although both phrases express the same event, they do not make up a single syntactic constituent. Therefore, it all up in pieces in (4) implies that the verbal complement breaks down and a state of splitting up in several pieces takes place.
. Carrier and Randall's (1992) Ternary Branching

A taxonomy of resultative constructions
Section 2.3 displays Goldberg and Jackendoff's (2004) taxonomy of resultative constructions from a syntactic point of view. Taking their premises into account, a re-classification of Goldberg and Jackendoff's classification is proposed, according to the syntactic status of the RP. In particular, resultative 1 Cf. The Uniformity of Theta Assignment Hypothesis (UTAH, Baker, 1988:46) . structures are classified depending on whether the RP is encoded in the lexicon, in the syntax or in both.
Goldberg and Jackendoff's (2004) classification of resultative constructions
Goldberg and Jackendoff (2004) have established a classification mainly based on the syntactic interpretation of the RP. Nevertheless, as will be shown in the empirical study (see section 3), children need to take into account both the syntax and semantics.
 Intransitive resultatives (IntrR)
The verbal constituent in IntrRs subcategorizes for an internal argument (RP) which is theta-marked by V (see example (5)).
(5) The pond froze solid (RP=AP) (Goldberg and Jackendoff: 536)
 Selected Transitive resultatives (SelecTrR)
A SelecTrR subcategorizes for a Od, considering the RP as part of the subcategorization framework. As displayed in (6), the V water subcategorizes for two internal arguments, a Od the flowers and An AP flat. The verbal head in UnselecTrRs subcategorizes for a Od which is not independently selected by V (see example (7)). PropRs make reference to a change of property (see example (9) below). In CausRs, the Od functions as the subject (or host) of the resultative construction and it is caused by the subject to undergo a change of state or position. As exemplified in (11) above, the clausal subject Bill causes the ball to undergo a movement down the hill.
(11) Bill rolled the ball down the hill (Goldberg and Jackendoff: 540)
Redesigning Goldberg and Jackendoff's (2004) classification of resultative constructions
This study proposes an alternative classification of resultative constructions, based on Goldberg and Jackendoff (2004), displayed in section 2.3.1. In other words, this taxonomy takes into consideration the locus where the result state is encoded (i.e., in the lexicon, in the syntax, or in both): (a) Phrasal Verb resultatives (PVR), based on Goldberg and Jackendoff's spatial resultatives, when the result state is encoded in the lexicon, (b) Basic resultatives (BRs), founded on Golbderg and Jackendoff's property resultatives, when the result state is encoded in the syntax, and (c) Real resultatives (RRs), merging Goldberg and Jackendoff's (Un)-SelecTrRs, IntrRs, FreflRs and CausRs when the result state is encoded both in the lexicon and in the syntax. That is to say, in RRs, V selects a small clause (SC) which is not subcategorized for, and the fact that V is able to select it as a complement comes from semantic reasons.
Phrasal Verb resultatives (PVR)
PVRs are lexicalized, that is to say, they are constructions which already include the resultative state in the semantics of V and subcategorize for their internal arguments. This study argues that PVRs like (12) denote a result that is already codified in the lexical entry of V. Therefore, the acquisition of this type of resultatives takes place early. If this kind of structures were analyzed by pursuing Hoekstra's (2002) analysis, PVRs would be subcategorized for as SCs. As will be shown by the data in section 3, Hoekstra's analysis cannot be on the right track when applied to PVR acquisition because these Vs are acquired earlier than SCs.
Basic resultatives (BR)
BRs are those structures consisting of the verbs get, make and take. They are more complex structures than PVRs because they take SCs as complements. BRs are classified because the SC is subcategorized by V.
As illustrated in in (13), the V (get) subcategorizes for a SC (sick) which is a secondary predicate, expressing the predication you are sick. This secondary predication is added to the primary predication you get. The subject of the SC moves from the specifier of the SC to the subject position of the main clause. The transitive version of (13) would be example (14), taken from the dictionary of Linguee corpus (Frahling, 2014) , where there is no movement of the subject in the SC.
(14) Marcellin's mother, though, worked [to get him back into the seminary] 3 2 Recall that TP stands for Tense Phrase, T stands for Tense (cf. Chomsky, 1981) . 3 For more information about the empty category PRO, see Chomsky (1981) . 
Real resultatives (RR)
RRs, as represented in (15), are those constructions whose Vs do not have the capacity to subcategorize for an SC, despite the fact that they can select an SC. From a syntactic point of view, they present a secondary predication. In (15), the V crush presents an internal argument within its subcategorization framework (it all) and the PP up in pieces is not a constituent subcategorized by V. However, the V crush selects an SC and relates the NP it all to the PP up in pieces by means of a predicative relation. Note again that this SC is not subcategorized by V. Thus, the fact that the V can subcategorize is due to semantic reasons, whose nature is left aside due to space constraints.
The study
Through a series of hypothesis and Research Questions, a re-classification of Goldberg and Jackendoff's (2004) taxonomy will be checked against empirical data. Therefore, this empirical study will describe and analyze how the syntactic and lexical complexity of the RP is acquired by monolingual English children. 4 It should be remarked that Thomas' production of this resultative utterance has been construed with clausal subject omission. 
Hypothesis and Research Questions
Taking into account the re-classification of resultative constructions (put forward in section 2.3.2), the main hypothesis (Ho) which revolves around this study and that, in turn checks this taxonomy of resultatives against empirical data is the following:
Ho: Constructions sensitive to semantic factors are acquired later than constructions that are set due to syntactic factors, and, in turn, they will be acquired later than constructions that are sensitive to other lexical factors. Therefore:
a. PVRs will be acquired earlier than BRs and RRs.
b. BRs will be produced earlier than RRs.
c. RRs will be acquired later than PVRs and BRs due to syntactic and semantic restrictions.
A series of research questions are put forward to show how the linguistic theory can account for the acquisition data:
1. Are resultative structures (PVRs, BRs, and RRs) acquired at the same stage?
2. Does the degree of syntactic and lexical complexity determine the way resultatives are acquired?
Data selection
Data selection has been carried out by resorting to the CHILDES project (MacWhinney, 2000) . The corpora that have been selected include data from monolingual L1 English children and they are the following: the Forrester corpus (Forrester, 2002) which compiles data from the child Ella; the Lieven, Salomo and Tomasello's corpus (2009), which includes data from the child Thomas; and the Rowland and Fletcher's corpus (2006) , which contains data from the child Lara.
All the participants in the study are British, white, and middle class. More specifically, Michael Forrester (Forrester 2002) carried out a longitudinal study of the development of his daughter (Ella)'s conversational skills. Ella was born in January 1997 and the study was conducted between the ages of 1;00 (one year) and 3;6 (three years and six months). In turn, Lieven, Salomo, and Tomasello' corpus (2009) comprises a longitudinal naturalistic study of the child Thomas over a period of three years (age range: 2;0-4;11, i.e., between two years and four years and eleven months). The data are based on interactions between his primary care-giver (his mother) and him. Lara's corpus (Rowland and Fletcher, 2006) consists of conversations of this child interacting with her caregivers between 1;09 (one year and nine months) and 3;03 (three years and three months). She was the first-born monolingual English daughter of two white university graduates, born and bred in Nottinghamshire; however, there are no many regional dialectical terms in her speech.
Data classification and analysis
The data have been codified according to a re-classification of Goldberg and Jakckendoff's (2004) Considering the total number of resultative structures that the children uttered in their corresponding corpus (see appendix for more information), it is not until the age of 1;07, 2;01 and 1;09 that Ella, Thomas and Lara start producing of PVRs, respectively. Those early productions are syntactically simple since the resultative state is encoded in the lexicon. In other words, and as shown in table 2, the evidence that we find between the ages of 1;07 and 2;01 is based on Vs which have a lexicalized RP. This syntactic simplicity explains the high frequency in their productions, as illustrated in The subsequent type of resultatives to be acquired by the children is BRs consisting of the Vs get/make/take along with the V call. The data from Ella, Thomas and Lara show that the first BR productions are present at 2;05 (Ella) and 2;04 (Thomas and Lara). Similarly, RRs are present in Thomas' speech at the age of 3;08. However, only example (19) has been found of these latter constructions in Thomas' speech. It should be noted that no RRs have been attested in Lara or Ella, which supports a later acquisition of this kind of resultatives. In other words, the lack of RRs in Lara and Ella leads us to conclude that the acquisition of this type of resultatives takes place after the age of 3; 09.
Furthermore, and as stated in section 2, the absence of structural differences between PVRs and BRs is manifested in the correlated age of early acquisition at around the age of 2. For example, as represented in (20a-b), Thomas begins to produce PVRs and BRs at 2;01 and 2;04, respectively, which, from a syntactic point of view, this correlation in age could be explained by the analogous status given to the RP in both constructions. In other words, the RP down in the PVR in (20a) and the RP better in the BR in (20b)) are encoded in the argument structure of an SC. If PVRs were structurally similar to BRs, then it would be expected that they are acquired concurrently. However, the evidence found in the data analyzed contradicts this prediction: PVRs are produced earlier than BRs in the three participants (see table 2 ). This means that the syntactic structure of these Vs must be simpler than the syntactic structure of BRs, supporting, in this way, the fact that PVRs have a verbal head which codifies the result state in the lexicon rather than in the syntax. Therefore, a division is seen between the lexicon and syntax. The different types of resultatives and the data presented here support this division: the RP which is codified in the lexicon (PVRs) is acquired earlier than the RP which codified in the syntax (BRs). PVRs have the result state already codified in their structure, which allows the child to acquire it at an early stage. Nevertheless, BRs and RRs are associated with more complex syntactic structures. Furthermore, the latter type of resultatives (RRs) does not subcategorize for a SC (i.e. a RP) but other semantic factors are responsible for its license. Therefore, we argue that RRs are acquired later than BRs, and, in turn, BRs are acquired later than PVRs. This is confirmed by the empirical data analyzed, illustrated in our results in table 2.
Conclusion
Due to the syntactic dichotomies in the literature concerning the argument structure of resultative constructions (Carrier and Randall, 1992; Chomsky, 1981) , those issues can be solved without the need to resort to Carrier and Randall's (1992) Ternary Analysis, discussed in section 2.2.2. Instead, Stowell's (1981) hypothesis is followed since it establishes the foundation for the formation of resultative constructions, and he considers the RP as a constituent subcategorized by the V within a small clause (SC) domain. Yet, unlike monotransitive clauses, it cannot be inferred that the RP in the re-classification of resultative constructions, displayed in section 2.3.2, is lexically selected by V. Thus, the RP in PVRs, BRs and RRs is not an adjunct, but part of a SC, satisfying the principles of X-Bar Theory.
The status given to the RP as an argument which is encoded in a SC goes hand in hand with the age of acquisition of PVRs and BRs since both utterances begin to be produced by the children at around the age of 2. Nevertheless, Thomas' later production of RRs at 3;08 (three years and eight months) suggests that the RP in RRs could have a different syntactic status from the RP in PVRs and BRs. Moreover, the lack of data found of RRs in Ella's and Lara's corpus cannot offer concluding results as to whether the status granted to the RP in RRs is analogous to the status given to the RP in PVRs and BRs. Thus, further research is required with a broader selection of corpora in order to draw more standing conclusions. 
